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Geologic Setting
The geology of the Hanford Site is described in detail in Delaney et al., (1991) , Reidel et al., (1992) , and Lindsey etal., (1994a,b) (Price and Fecht 1976 Brevick etd. (1997) and DOE-Grand Junction (1997 (Agnew et al 1997) Reich ( 1997) the estimated volume of waste ranges between 18.9 to 28.4 kL (5 to 7.5 kgal). Hanlon (1 998) and Agnew et al, (1997) indicate the sludge volume is 26.5 kL (7 kgal). A conservatively high vah.re of 28,4 kL (7.5 kgal) was assumed for best-basis inventory estimates (Simpson 1998) . Becker et al (1997) (Iwatate 1998a) . Closure requirements will be pre-determined and will be documented in a closure strategy document.
remains in the tank. There is no supernatant or drainable liquid (Hanlon 1998). Substantial uncertainty exists with regard to the volume of waste in tank 241-AX-104. According to

TARGET ANALYTES
Thetirget analytes or COPCsfor this demonstration (Banning 1999) 'Upper 95% confidence interval (DOE 1996 and DOB 1995 (Banning 1999) .
CANDIDATE CHARACTERIZATION SITES
The Tank Summary Data Report,for TankAX-104 (DOE-Grrmd Junction 1997) 11-04-01, 11-04-05, 11-04-19, 11-04-08, 11-04-10, and 11-04-11 . The source of this contamination has not been definitively established.
It could originate from surface spills migrating down dry well casings, or it could have been dragged down during casing installation or dry well drilling. Minor amounts of 137CSalso were found at or near the bottom of three drywells: 11-04-01, 11-04-05, and 11-04-08. The source of this contamination also is uncertain.
Cobalt-60 and 154Euwere detected in dry well 11-04-10. Spectral gamma logging system (SGLS)
profiles from dry wells 11-04-05, 11-04-19, and 11-04-08 ; and hktoricrd gamma log data for 11-04-08, 11-04-19, and 11-04-10 
11-04-08 suggest that tank 24 l-AX-l 04 is the likely source of the contamination found below 16.76 m (55 tl) in this area (DOE-Grand Junction 1997).
Because of the constraints imposed by the numerous transfer lines, electrical conduits, vent headers and other services that serviced the tank, sites suitable for the demonstration are limited to those noted in this section. Detailed evaluations of the spectral gamma logging and historical records from drywells
Conclusions from Gamma Logging Data at Candidate Sites
From the gamma logging data for drywells 11-04-08, 11-04-19 (and 11-04-05) and the historical gross gamma log data for drywell 11-04-08, it is concluded (DOE-Grand Junction 1997) 
HORIZONTAL POSITIONING
Initial deployment (push) selection is based on historical record and access logistics (Iwatate 1998b) . Each push will be worked with the full complement of CP instrumentation: MSP, moisture, SSP, and grout modules.
Up to three push locations are planned within the "A" area ( Figure 1 ) and an alternate push in the "B" area. A minimum of two push locations will be selected. Data from these locations can be correlated with historical data collected during gross and spectral gamma logging of dry wells in this vicinity. The first push will be attempted in the southern one-third of area "A". The second and third push are planned to take place near dry wells 11-04-08 and 11-04-19, where 
LABORATORY ANALYSIS REQUHUIMENTS
LABORATORY ANALYSIS SCHEME
The following steps shall be performed on each sample:
. 
SPECIFIC METHODS AND ANALYSES
Analyses shown in Table 3 shall be performed in accordance with Banning (1999) . The laboratory procedure numbers to be used for the analyses are also included in (Banning 1999 (Board 1998) , and this SAP. Characterization
Project sampling and analysis shall be conducted in conformance with these quality assurance requirements. (Markel 1998) (DOE 1996 and DOE 1995) .
222-S Laboratory QualiryAssurance Plan
SAMPLE COLLECTION
Samples shall collected in accordance with the CP Operations Control Plan (Iwatate 1998a 
EXCEPTIONS, CLARIFICATIONS, AND ASSUMPTIONS
EXCEPTIONS TO DQO REQUIREMENTS
There are no DQO exceptions pertaining to this sampling event.
CLARIFICATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS
The laboratory shall report all analytical results recovered from the ICP/AES analysis, lC analysis and GEA analysis, even though only specific analytes are requested. These opportunistic analyses (Kristofzski 1996) 
